It is well known that Origen, in his Commentary on John (henceforth: CJ) is concerned to find aspects of his systematic theology in the Fourth Gospel against the exegesis of the Valentinian gnostic Heracleon. For example, Origen refutes Heracleon's understanding of the Johannine prologue, asserting that indeed all things are created through the logos; the pleroma is not exempt as Heracleon would have it (CJ 2.14.100-101).z Another major point on which Origen defends his own position over against Heracleon is his refutation of the Valentinian notion of "fixed natures" (CJ Books 13, 19, and 20) .' While it is easy for a modern scholar to agree with Origen's refusal to allow Heracleon's interpolations into the prologue, greater difficulty is encountered when one turns to Origen's rejection of fixed natures as a characterization of the fourth evangelist's intent. John 1:13, 3:1-21, 8:21-47, 10:1-30, 11:52, 17:6, and 18:37 can all be read as indicating the pre-determined character of various individuals' responses to Jesus' offer of salvation; both Heracleon and Origen were keenly aware of such an interpretation. These two later exegetes, however, go beyond the language of the gospel itself when they talk of the more systematized concept of fixed natures and when Origen extends the debate to a discussion of free will. The principal focus of this study will be to categorize and evaluate the arguments by which Origen refuted Heracleon on the fixed natures question,' and we shall also explore the relevance of their debate for Johannine studies today. Do Heracleon and Origen do justice to the texts under discussion? Do their understandings give us clues about issues which should warrant the attention of the modern scholar interested in the Fourth Gospel itself?
First, it is necessary to outline briefly the issues at stake, as understood by both Heracleon and Origen. Irenaeus, Adv.Haer.
1.7.5, describes the system of the Valentinians for dividing human beings into three different classes; the hylikoi or choikoi, the psychikoi, and the pneumatikoi. The hylikoi are completely unspiritual by nature and are destined for destruction; the pneumatikoi (the Valentinians themselves) are completely spiritual and are automatically destined for salvation, and the psychikoi are those in between. These mixed people can choose salvation or destruction;
Irenaeus says that the Valentinians use the term psychikoi to refer to non-Valentinian Christians (like Irenaeus!, Adv.Haer. 1.6.4). That Heracleon followed the Valentinian system of three fixed classes of people is clear from several passages in Origen's CJ. When discussing John 4, the episode with the Samaritan woman at the well, Heracleon claims that this woman is an example of a "pneumatikos," one destined to receive salvation To answer the first question, we turn to the De Principiis, Origen's early work of systematic theology. In Book III of that work, the doctrine of free will is strongly affirmed: "Let us see how Paul also reasons with us as being men of free will and ourselves responsible for our own destruction or salvation" (De Prin. 3.1.6).6 Concerning God's hardening of Pharaoh's heart, Origen states that "God is said to harden him who is already hardened" (De Prin. 3.1.10). Origen's vehement affirmation of free will is closely tied to another of his doctrines, that of the ultimate, universal restoration of all creation into its original unity with God.7 Since Rufinus, in his Latin translation, often suppressed this doctrine, we may find it most clearly expressed in the fragments of Origen found in Jerome: "The demons themselves and the rulers of darkness in any world or worlds, if they desire to turn to better things, become men and so revert to their original condition, in order that being disciplined...in the bodies of men, they may reach the exalted state of
